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March 1, 2016

Via Electronic Mail and US Mail

Debra A. Howland

Executive Director

New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
21 S. Fruit Street, Suite 10

Concord, NH 03301-2429

Re: DE 15-137 — Energy Efficiency Resource Standard

Dear Director Howland:

Enclosed for filing in the above-captioned docket please find the joint rebuttal testimony on
behalf of: Liberty Utilities (Granite State Electric) Corp. d/b/a Liberty Utilities; New Hampshire
Electric Cooperative, Inc.; Public Service Company of New Hampshire d/b/a Eversource Energy;
Unitil Energy Systems, Inc.; Liberty Utilities (EnergyNorth Natural Gas) Corp d/b/a Liberty
Utilities; and Northern Utilities, Inc. (collectively, “the Electric and Natural Gas Utilities™).

Thank you for your assistance with this matter. Please contact me if there are any questions
about this filing. Thank you.

Very truly yours,

Matthew J. Fossum
Senior Counsel, Eversource Energy
o/b/o the Electric and Natural Gas Utilities

Enclosures
cc: Service List
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Introduction of Witnesses

Please state your names.

Karen M. Asbury and Cindy L. Carroll (Unitil), Carol M. Woods (NHEC), Eric M. Stanley
and Heather M. Tebbetts (Liberty), Rhonda J. Bisson and Edward A. Davis (Eversource

Energy).

Have you previously filed direct testimony in this proceeding?

Cindy L. Carroll, Carol M. Woods, Eric M. Stanley, and Rhonda J. Bisson submitted joint

testimony on behalf of the Utilities in this proceeding on December 9, 2015.

For those of you who have not already filed testimony, by whom are you employed and
in what capacity?

Karen M. Asbury: I am Director of Regulatory Services for Unitil Service Corp., an affiliate
of Northern Utilities, Inc. and Unitil Energy Systems, Inc., which are all subsidiaries of

Unitil Corporation. My primary responsibilities are directing rate and regulatory filings.

Edward A. Davis: I am Director of Rates for Eversource Energy. I am responsible for
activities related to rate design, cost of service and other rate-related matters for the

Eversource Energy operating companies.

Heather M. Tebbetts: I am a Utility Analyst for Liberty Utilities Service Corp. and in this
capacity, am responsible for providing rate-related services for the Liberty Utilities

operating companies.
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Please describe your business and educational backgrounds.
Karen M. Asbury: I received a Bachelor of Science Degree in Mathematics from the
University of New Hampshire in 1987. I joined Unitil Service Corp. in January 1988 and

have held various positions in the regulatory/rate department.

Edward A. Davis: I received a Bachelor of Science degree in Electrical Engineering from
the University of Hartford in 1988, and a Master of Business Administration degree from
the University of Connecticut in 1997. I joined Eversource Energy’s predecessor, Northeast
Utilities, in 1979 and have held positions with responsibilities in the areas of consumer
economics, engineering, operations, wholesale and retail marketing, and rate design,

regulation and administration.

Heather M. Tebbetts: I received a Bachelor of Science degree in Finance from Franklin
Pierce University in 2004. Ireceived a Master’s of Business Administration from Southern
New Hampshire University in 2007. I joined Liberty in October of 2014 as a Utility
Analyst. Prior to my employment at Liberty, I was employed by Public Service Company
of New Hampshire (“PSNH”) as a Senior Analyst in NH Revenue Requirements from 2010
to 2014. Prior to my position in NH Revenue Requirements, I was a Staff Accountant in
PSNH’s Property Tax group from 2007 to 2010, and a Customer Service Representative III

in PSNH’s Customer Service Department from 2004 to 2007.

Have you previously testified before the New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission?
Karen M. Asbury: Yes, I have previously testified on numerous occasions before the

Commission on rate related matters.
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Edward A. Davis: Yes, I have previously testified before the Commission.

Heather M. Tebbetts: Yes, I have previously testified on numerous occasions before the

Commission.

What is the purpose of this rebuttal testimony?

The Utilities continue to aggressively support efficiency throughout New Hampshire. The
Utilities propose the adoption of their testimony in full, as it provides a transparent and
balanced solution for the development and implementation of an EERS in New Hampshire.
It also allows for the amount of energy efficiency pursued on an annual basis to be tailored
to the level at which the Commission deems appropriate. In response to the other proposals
received in this docket, the following testimony addresses issues related to: comparisons of
LRAM and decoupling; lost revenue recovery caps and adjustments; gas conversion
customers; savings targets; uniform utility savings; and a clarification of the System

Benefits Charge (“SBC”) rate components.

Lost Revenue Recovery — Comparing LRAM vs. Decoupling

Testimony filed by parties other than the Utilities on December 9, 2015 propose an
initial Lost Revenue Adjustment Mechanism (“LRAM?”) with a transition to full

decoupling as soon as practicable. Do the Utilities agree with this approach?

No. The Utilities believe that as part of an EERS, an LRAM is the most appropriate and
efficient mechanism for compensating utilities for lost revenues resulting from energy
efficiency measures. By definition, an EERS is focused only on energy efficiency. An

LRAM addresses only lost revenues resulting from energy efficiency measures and no other
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causes. Full decoupling, by contrast, encompasses all aspects of an individual distribution
company’s business, not just its energy efficiency programs. The LRAM proposed by the
Utilities is administratively more efficient than decoupling because it can be implemented
without a rate case, thereby allowing all utilities to have an LRAM in place
contemporaneously with their EERS programs. In contrast, a decoupling mechanism can
only properly be implemented following individual company full rate cases. As stated in
Commission Order 24,934 in Docket No. DE 07-064, at page 22: "Regardless of the model
used, it would be appropriate to propose revenue decoupling in the context of a rate case in
order to avoid single-issue ratemaking." Additionally, the Study Committee established by
Senate Bill 60 (N.H. Laws of 2015, Chapter 148) to investigate implementation of
decoupling for New Hampshire utilities recommended in its final report that if decoupling is
pursued in New Hampshire, it would be best achieved in the context of an individual
utility’s rate case proceeding. In view of the foregoing, decoupling is not a viable solution

for recovering lost revenue resulting solely from energy efficiency measures.

Staff’s Direct Testimony, at page 42, line 835 states that “unintended, windfall profits
could result” from implementing an LRAM that is not carefully designed. Do the
Utilities agree with this statement?

No. A properly designed LRAM restores revenues of an individual distribution company to
the level that would have been achieved without the implementation of energy efficiency
measures. By definition, there is no profit under the LRAM that is beyond what the
distribution company is allowed to achieve under rates that have been approved by the
Commission, and which were designed without regard to such energy efficiency measures
being implemented. With an LRAM, a utility is left in the financial position contemplated
by its last rate case, i.e., equal to where it would have been absent any energy efficiency
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